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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Sp cification 

1 . Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of 
the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is 
important that the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space 
provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The 
form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" and 
"said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure 
sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the 
full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat 
information given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, 
such as, "The disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," 
"The disclosure describes," etc. 



2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it exceeds 1 50 
words and it begins with the phrase, "The invention concerns". Correction is 
required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 



4. Claims 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Puppo (5230329) in view of MOller et al. (4608983). 
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Regarding claim 9, Puppo discloses a lithotripter apparatus with a mount 
component, a treatment table, a device for generating and focusing shock waves 
on a lithiasis with a semi-ellipsoidal reflector, and a device for live viewing of the 
treatment zone (abstract, col. 1 lines 34-39 lines 64-68, col. 2 lines 1-29, and 
claim 1). Puppo does not explicitly disclose said shock generating device to 
include two electrodes spaced apart from each other and connected to a high 
voltage energy generating circuit, the first and second focal points, and the wear 
compensation means on the electrodes. Muller et al. discloses an apparatus for 
the elimination of concrements situated inside a patient's body with said 
apparatus comprising of means for generating and focusing shock waves on a 
lithiasis with a semi-ellipsoidal reflector and two electrodes separated from each 
other and connected to a high voltage energy generating circuit with the 
electrode ends situated at one of the focal points and the other focal point being 
located on the lithiasis, and a compensation mechanism which axially displaces 
the electrodes along the axis of symmetry of the reflector and turns one of the 
electrodes on its longitudinal axis (abstract, col. 2 lines 8-44 lines 56-68, col. 3 
lines 2-6 lines 45-68, col. 4 lines 1-37, col. 5 lines 40-49, col. 6 lines 15-22, col. 7 
lines 49-61 , and claims 1, 6, 7). It would have therefore been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the teaching by MOller et al. in the teaching by 
Puppo for the purpose of eliminating lithiasis by applying shock waves that are 
precisely. aimed which eliminates the possibility of causing lesions in surrounding 
tissue and reducing wear of the electrodes. 
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Regarding claims 10 and 1 1 , Puppo does not explicitly teach said 
apparatus to include the two electrodes as previously mentioned. MOller et al. 
further teaches said electrodes to be located along the axis of the reflector and 
housed inside a component which is joined to a mechanism to axially displace 
said component along with the electrodes and cause each component to rotate 
along its longitudinal axis (abstract, col. 2 lines 23-44 lines 56-64, col. 3 lines 7- 
23, col. 4 lines 24-37, col. 6 lines 15-22 lines 42-54, col. 7 lines 1-40, and claims 
1-7). It would have therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
use the electrode arrangement teaching by MOller et al. in the teaching by Puppo 
for the purpose of enabling more precisely aimed shock waves. 

Regarding claim 12, Puppo further teaches said apparatus to include a 
computer to determine the spatial coordinates of the lithiasis to be treated and of 
the reflector and a means for enabling the focal point to be positioned on the 
lithiasis (col. 1 lines 40-57, col. 2 lines 50-68, col. 3 lines 1-25). 

Regarding claim 13, Puppo teaches said apparatus to include means for 
the displacement of the reflector without the need to move the patient with a 
component such as a housing that comprises of the reflector and a second 
component such as a chariot to which the first component is attached, and slides 
that allow the second component or the chariot to be displaced in different 
directions (col. 1 lines 7-12 lines 34-39 lines 45-55, col. 2 lines 15-29, col. 3 lines 
26-53). 

5. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Puppo in view of Mailer and further in view of Reitter et al (5583901). Puppo 
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teaches said viewing device to be a radioscopic apparatus pivoting in its plane 
about its center, with a screen for displaying the radioscopic images, and means 
for communicating the visual data to a computer (col. 3 lines 6-25) as described 
above, but does not explicitly teach said radioscopic device to include an x-ray 
generator and receptor. Reitter et al. discloses a lithotripter apparatus with a 
device for generating and focusing the shock waves on a lithiasis with live 
viewing mechanism to include a radioscopic apparatus comprising an x-ray 
generator and receiver attached to a first and second extremity to an arc-shaped 
arm and pivoting in its plane about its center (abstract, col. 5 lines 35-48). It 
would have therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the x- 
ray generator/receiver teaching by Reitter et al. in the teaching by Puppo and 
Mailer et al. for the purpose of applying such a radioscopic device for the live 
viewing of the treatment zone. 

6. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Puppo in view of Muller et al. in view of Pell (5065761), and 
further in view of Breidenthal et al. (4608979). Puppo teaches said apparatus to 
include an echograph device, a screen for displaying the echograph images, a 
plurality of image generating systems located at various locations relative to the 
treatment zone, a mechanism for the communication of the visual data to said 
computer (col. 1 lines 20-29 lines 45-57, and col. 3 lines 6-25). Puppo however 
does not explicitly teach said apparatus to include a plurality of cameras located 
perpendicular and oblique to a particular zone of interest. Pell teaches said 
shock wave generating and focusing lithotripter apparatus to include a plurality of 
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image x-ray cameras located in such a position to generate an image oblique to 
the zone of interest (col. 4 lines 45-56, col. 8 lines 32-41). It would have 
therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use this particular 
camera arrangement teaching by Pell in the teaching by Puppo, and Muller et al. 
for the purpose of generating images oblique to the zone of interest. Puppo, 
Muller et al., and Pell however do hot teach placing the cameras perpendicular to 
the zone of interest. In the same field of endeavor, Breidenthal et al. discloses a 
lithotripter apparatus with a plurality of image generating x-ray cameras located 
in such a position to generate an image perpendicular to the zone of interest (col. 
4 lines 1-39). It would have therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use this particular camera arrangement teaching by Breindenthal et al. in 
the teaching by Puppa, Muller et al., and Pell for the purpose of generating 
images perpendicularly to the zone of interest. 

7. Claims 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Puppo in view of Duinker et al. (4630607). 

Regarding claim 9, Puppo discloses a lithotripter apparatus with a mount 
frame, a treatment table, a device for generating and focusing shock waves on a 
lithiasis with a semi-ellipsoidal reflector, and a device for live viewing of the 
treatment zone (abstract, col. 1 lines 34-39 lines 64-68, col. 2 lines 1-29, and 
claim 1). Puppo does not explicitly disclose said shock generating device to 
include two electrodes spaced apart from each other and connected to a high 
voltage energy generating circuit, the two focal points, and the wear composition 
means on the electrodes. Duinker et al. discloses a lithotripter apparatus with a 
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device for generating and focusing the shock waves on a lithiasis with a semi- 
ellipsoidal reflector, two electrodes separated from each other and connected to 
a high voltage energy generating circuit with the electrode ends situated at one of 
the focal points and the other focal point being located on the lithiasis, and a 
compensation mechanism which axially displaces the electrodes along the axis 
of symmetry of the reflector and turns one of the electrodes on its longitudinal 
axis (abstract, col. 2 lines 25-38 lines 43-46, col. 3 lines 45-49, lines 61-65, col. 5 
lines 9-18, and claims 1, 7). It would have therefore been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the teaching by Duinker et al. in the teaching by 
Puppo for the purpose of eliminating lithiasis by applying shock waves that are 
precisely aimed which eliminates the possibility of causing lesions in surrounding 
tissue and reducing wear of the electrodes. 

Regarding claims 10 and 11, Puppo does not teach said apparatus to 
include a first and second electrode as described above. Duinker et al. further 
teaches said electrodes to be located along the axis of the reflector and housed 
inside a block or tube which is joined to a mechanism to axially displace said 
block along with the electrodes to cause each tube to rotate along its longitudinal 
axis (col. 2 lines 25-54, col. 3 lines 45-49, col. 5 lines 9-19, and claims 1, 7, 9). It 
would have therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
electrode arrangement teaching by Duinker et al. in the teaching by Puppo for 
the purpose of enabling more precisely aimed shock waves. 
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Regarding claim 12, Puppo further teaches said apparatus to include a 
computer to determine the spatial coordinates of the lithiasis to be treated and of 
the reflector and a means for enabling the focal point to be positioned on the 
lithiasis (col. 1 lines 40-57, col. 2 lines 50-68, col. 3 lines 1-25). 

Regarding claim 13, Puppo teaches said apparatus to include means for 
the displacement of the reflector without the need to move the patient with a 
component such as a housing that comprises of the reflector and a second 
component such as a chariot to which the first component is attached, and slides 
that allow the second component or the chariot to be displaced in different 
directions (col. 1 lines 7-12 lines 34-39 lines 45-55, col. 2 lines 15-29, col. 3 lines 
26-53). 

8. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Puppo in view of Duinker et al. as set forth above, and further in view of Pell. 
Puppo teaches said viewing device to be a radioscopic apparatus pivoting in its 
plane about its center, with a screen for displaying the radioscopic images, and 
means for communicating the visual data to a computer (col. 3 lines 6-25) as 
described above, but does not explicitly teach said radioscopic device to include 
an x-ray generator and receptor. Pell discloses a lithotripter apparatus with a 
device for generating and focusing the shock waves on a lithiasis with live 
viewing mechanism to include a radioscopic apparatus comprising an x-ray 
generator and receiver attached to a first and second extremity to an arc-shaped 
arm (col. 5 lines 64-68, col. 6 lines 1-18, lines 65-68, col. 7 lines 11-68, col. 8 
lines 42-51 , and claim 1). It would have therefore been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art to use the x-ray generator/receiver teaching by Pell in the 
teaching by Puppo and Duinker et al. for the purpose of applying such a 
radioscopic device for the live viewing of the treatment zone. 

9. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Puppo in view of Duinker et al., as set forth above, and further in view of Bauer 
(6221014). Puppo teaches said viewing device to be a radioscopic apparatus 
pivoting in its plane about its center, with a screen for displaying the radioscopic 
images, and means for communicating the visual data to a computer (col. 3 lines 
6-25) as described above, but does not teach said radioscopic device to include 
an x-ray generator and receptor. Bauer discloses a lithotripter apparatus with a 
device for generating and focusing the shock waves on a lithiasis with live 
viewing mechanism to include a radioscopic apparatus comprising an x-ray 
generator and receiver (col. 2 lines 53-67, col. 3 lines 1-37, col. 4 lines 4-15, and 
claim 1). It would have therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to use the x-ray generator/receiver teaching by Bauer in the teaching by Puppo 
and Duinker et al. for the purpose of applying such a radioscopic device for the 
live viewing of the treatment zone. 

10. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Puppo in view of Duinker et al., in view of Pell, as set forth 
above, and further in view of Breidenthal et al. Puppo teaches said apparatus to 
include an echograph device, a screen for displaying the echograph images, a 
plurality of image generating systems located at various locations relative to the 
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treatment zone, a mechanism for the communication of the visual data to said 
computer (col. 1 lines 20-29 lines 45-57, and col. 3 lines 6-25). Puppo however 
does not explicitly teach said apparatus to include a plurality of cameras located 
perpendicular and oblique to a particular zone of interest. Pell teaches said 
shock wave generating and focusing lithotripter apparatus to include a plurality of 
image X-ray cameras located in such a position to generate an image oblique to 
the zone of interest (col. 4 lines 45-56, col. 8 lines 32-41). It would have 
therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use this particular 
camera arrangement teaching by Pell in the teaching by Puppo, and Duinker et 
al. for the purpose of generating images oblique to the zone of interest. Puppo, 
Duinker et al., and Pell however do not teach placing the cameras perpendicular 
to the zone of interest. In the same field of endeavor, Breidenthal et al. discloses 
a lithotripter apparatus with a plurality of image generating X-ray cameras located • 
in such a position to generate an image perpendicular to the zone of interest (col. 
4 lines 1-39). It would have therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use this particular camera arrangement teaching by Breindenthal et al. in 
the teaching by Puppa, Duinker et al., and Pell for the purpose of generating 
images perpendicularly to the zone of interest. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Baisakhi Roy whose telephone number is 
571-272-7139. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30 a.m. - 
4p.m.). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Brian Casler can be reached on 571-272-4956. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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